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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . Applicants arguments filed on 3/22/06. Claims 1 -20 are pending for examination. 

The rejection under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, to claims 1-20, as being 
incomplete for omitting essential elements, has been removed with respect to 
Applicants amended claims 1,8, and 15. Examiner notes that in light of the 
amendments, the Office has made additional rejections under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second 
paragraph. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claims 1 ,8,15, the phrase "if or "may be", as in the last line of the 
claims, respectively, renders the claim indefinite because it is unclear whether the 
limitations following the phrase are part of the claimed invention. See MPEP 
§ 2173.05(d). 
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Regarding claims 2-7,9-14,16-20, they are also rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite by virtue of dependency on claims respectively 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

0 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claims 1-6 and 8-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 

Liu et al. ("Continual Queries for Internet Scale Event-Driven Information Delivery"). 

* 

With respect to claim 1 , Liu teaches a method for notifying a client of a change to 
data stored at a database, the method comprising: 

"receiving a subscription from the client, the subscription selecting a first subset 
of data from within a set of data" (page 613, first column, seventh paragraph [second 
example], whereas Liu's notification request is equivalent to the claimed subscription 
from client); 

"generating a subscription plan for filtering the first subset from within the set of 
data" (page 612, second column, third paragraph, whereas Liu's query Q is equivalent 
to the claimed subscription plan for filtering); 



Application/Control Number: 10/602,497 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2168 

"receiving a query to be executed at the database, the query changing a second 
subset of data within the set of data" (page 612, second column, fifth paragraph, 
whereas Liu's database operations are equivalent to the claimed query received which 
changes the second subset of data); 

"generating a query plan for executing the query, the query plan for filtering the 
second subset from within the set of data" (page 612, second column, third paragraph, 
whereas Liu's new update is equivalent to the claimed received query plan for filtering); 

"matching the subscription to the query based on the set of data" (page 612, 
second column, second and third paragraphs, whereas Liu's subsequent executions of 
Q being performed when a new update occurs and trigger becomes true is equivalent to 
the claimed matching subscription to the query); 

"supplementing the query plan with the subscription plan" (page 61 5, second 
column, third paragraph, whereas Liu's omitting the FROM clause when the condition is 
defined over the same objects as the query component is equivalent to the claimed 
supplementing of the query plan with subscription plan); 

"evaluating the supplemented query plan whereby the query changes the second 
subset of data and the subscription filters the first subset of data from within the second 
subset of data to form a third subset of data" (page 612, second column, third 
paragraph, whereas Liu's run of Q over present data is equivalent to the claimed first 
subset of data and Liu's subsequent execution of Q performed when a new update 
occurs are equivalent to the claimed second subset of data); 
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"determining whether the third subset of data is non-empty; if the third subset of 
data is non-empty, then generating a notification of the change to the third subset of 
data" (page 612, second column, third paragraph, whereas Liu's only new query 
matches since the previous execution being returned to the user is equivalent to the 
claimed determination of whether the third subset is non-empty and returning that non- 
empty subset to the user); 

"if the third subset of data is empty, then not generating a notification of the 
change to the third subset of data" (optionally recited limitations are not required to be 
taught by the Office, see MPEP § 2106 Section ll(C)). 

With respect to claim 2, 

Liu teaches "terminating the subscription" (page 611, second column, second 
paragraph, whereas Liu's destruction of observation objects is equivalent to the claimed 
termination of the subscription). 

With respect to claim 3, 

Liu discloses "persisting the subscription" (page 61 1 , first column, first paragraph, 
whereas Liu's query system which includes future data is equivalent to the claimed 
persisting subscription). 



With respect to claim 4, 
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Liu discloses "storing the subscription plan at a notification manager" (page 611, 
second column, third and fourth paragraphs, whereas Liu's query specification language 
in the notification model is equivalent to the claimed storage of subscription plan at 
notification manager). 

With respect to claim 5, 

Liu discloses "changing the second subset of data at the database" (page 612, 
second column, fifth paragraph, whereas Liu's update database operation is equivalent 
to the claimed changing of the second subset of data). 

With respect to claim 6, 

Liu discloses "submitting the notification to the client" (page 611, second column, 
third paragraph, whereas Liu's users or applications receiving notifications is equivalent 
to the claimed submitting of notification to client). 

With respect to claims 8-13, 

These claims are rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given 
above for rejected claims 1-6 and are similarly rejected. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



Claims 7,14-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Liu et al. ("Continual Queries for Internet Scale Event-Driven Information Delivery") in 
view of Zollinger et al., US Patent 6,321 ,236. 

With respect to claim 7, 

Liu does not explicitly indicate "changing the third subset of data at the client." 

However, Zollinger teaches "changing the third subset of data at the client" 
(column 9, lines 3-20, whereas Zollinger's applying updates to the client copy of the 
database table is equivalent to the claimed changing of the subset of data at the client). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Liu and Zollinger because using the steps "changing the third 
subset of data at the client" would have given those skilled in the art the tools to improve 
the invention by allowing the client to update his local data with only the changes which 
have occurred at the server. This gives the user the advantage of being able to have the 
ability to stay current with data changes have been made at the server. 

With respect to claim 14, 

This claim is rejected on grounds corresponding to the arguments given above 
for rejected claim 7 and is similarly rejected. 
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With respect to claim 15, Liu teaches 

"the database for storing the data, the database comprising: a database front end 
for: receiving a subscription from the client, the subscription selecting a first subset of 
data from within a set of data" (page 613, first column, seventh paragraph [second 
example], whereas Liu's notification request is equivalent to the claimed subscription 
from client); 

"generating a subscription plan for filtering the first subset from within the set of 
data" (page 612, second column, third paragraph, whereas Liu's query Q is equivalent 
to the claimed subscription plan for filtering); 

"receiving a query to be executed at the database, the query changing a second 
subset of data within the set of data" (page 612, second column, fifth paragraph, 
whereas Liu's database operations are equivalent to the claimed query received which 
changes the second subset of data); 

"and generating a query plan for executing the query, the query plan for filtering 
the second subset from within the set of data" (page 612, second column, third 
paragraph, whereas Liu's new update is equivalent to the claimed received query plan 
for filtering); 

"and a notification manager for: matching the subscription to the query based on 
the set of data" (page 612, second column, second and third paragraphs, whereas Liu's 
subsequent executions of Q being performed when a new update occurs and trigger 
becomes true is equivalent to the claimed matching subscription to the query); 
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"supplementing the query plan with the subscription plan" (page 61 5, second 
column, third paragraph, whereas Liu's omitting the FROM clause when the condition is 
defined over the same objects as the query component is equivalent to the claimed 
supplementing of the query plan with subscription plan); 

"evaluating the supplemented query plan whereby the query changes the second 
subset of data and the subscription filters the first subset of data from within the second 
subset of data to form a third subset of data" (page 612, second column, third 
paragraph, whereas Liu's run of Q over present data is equivalent to the claimed first 
subset of data and Liu's subsequent execution of Q performed when a new update 
occurs are equivalent to the claimed second subset of data); 

"determining whether the third subset of data is non-empty; and if the third subset 
of data is non-empty, then generating a notification of the change to the third subset of 
data" (page 612, second column, third paragraph, whereas Liu's only new query 
matches since the previous execution being returned to the user is equivalent to the 
claimed determination of whether the third subset is non-empty and returning that non- 
empty subset to the user); 

"and if the third subset of data is empty, then not generating a notification of the 
change to the third subset of data" (optionally recited limitations are not required to be 
taught by the Office, see MPEP § 2106 Section ll(C)). 

Liu does not explicitly indicate "the client comprising a cached version of data 
stored at the database." 
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However, Zollinger teaches "the client comprising a cached version of data 
stored at the database" (column 7, lines 14-21, whereas Zollinger's initial database copy 
sent to client is equivalent to the claimed client comprising a cached version of data 
which is stored at the database). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine Liu and Zollinger because using the steps "the client comprising a 
cached version of data stored at the database" would have given those skilled in the art 
the tools to improve the invention by allowing the client to have a subset of data the 
data which mirrors the server data. This gives the user the advantage of being able to 
quickly change the viewable format of the locally cached data without having to query 
the server each time. 

With respect to claim 16, 

Liu discloses "the subscription is terminated after the notification is generated" 
(page 612, second column, third and fourth paragraphs, whereas Liu's stop condition is 
equivalent to the claimed subscription being terminated after notification generated). 

With respect to claim 17, 

Liu discloses "the subscription is persisted after the notification is generated" 
(page 61 1 , first column, first paragraph, whereas Liu's query system which includes 
future data is equivalent to the claimed persisting subscription). 
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With respect to claim 18, 

Liu discloses "the notification manager is further for storing the subscription plan" 
(page 61 1 , second column, third and fourth paragraphs, whereas Liu's query 
specification language in the notification model is equivalent to the claimed storage of 
subscription plan at notification manager). 

With respect to claim 19, Liu discloses 

"the database further comprises: an optimizer for generating an execution plan 
for the query based on the query plan" (page 61 1 , second column, third paragraph, 
whereas Liu's query specification language to express event monitoring requests is 
equivalent to the claimed optimizer for generating the execution plan for query based on 
query plan); 

"an execution engine executing the query" (page 612, second column, third and 
fourth paragraphs, whereas Liu's query Q running on the database is equivalent to the 
claimed query being executed by the execution engine); 

"and a storage processor for maintaining data in a storage medium" (page 612, 
second column, fourth paragraph, where Liu's database is equivalent to the claimed 
storage processor which maintains data in a storage medium). 

With respect to claim 20, 

Liu discloses "the notification manager is further for submitting the notification to 
the client" (page 611, second column, third paragraph, whereas Liu's user receiving 
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notifications in the notification model is equivalent to the claimed notification manager 
for submitting notification to the client). 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 3/22/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicants argue that Liu does not teach or suggest "supplementing the query 
plan with the subscription plan; evaluating the supplemented query plan whereby the 
query changes the second subset of data and the subscription filters the first subset of 
data from within the second subset of data to form a third subset of data". 

The Office respectfully submits that Liu does in fact teach the limitations the 
Applicant argues, as disclosed previously, and further whereas "supplementing the 
query plan with the subscription plan; evaluating the supplemented query plan whereby 
the query changes the second subset of data and the subscription filters the first subset 
of data from within the second subset of data to form a third subset of data" is 
equivalent to Liu's executing first run of Q (the past and present data) is the "first 
subset", the new update event is the "second subset", and the new query matches are 
the "third subset of data" (page 612, column 2, third paragraph). 

In arguments, the Applicant states that Liu does not teach or suggest 
supplementing or evaluating in any manner the incoming query plans, and then goes on 
to state that the claimed method is "more efficient" rather "than to evaluate incoming 
query plans", which Liu does. These statements seem to be a contradiction in the 
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argument and confusing when attempting to evaluate and answer the argument. Also of 
note, the applicant asserts that the claimed method is a "more efficient" than the Liu 
method, however the efficiency of the method is not claimed but the function described, 
and the Liu concept is functionally equivalent in regards to the limitations argued. 



Conclusion 

3. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

The prior art made of record, listed on form PTO-892, and not relied upon is 
considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jay A. Morrison whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
71 12. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8-4:30. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tim Vo can be reached on (571 ) 272-3642. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




